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Amanda Chisholm (Newcastle University) and Saskia Stachowitsch (University of Vienna) 
 
Military Markets, Masculinities, and the Global Political Economy of the Everyday: 
Understanding Military Outsourcing as Gendered and Racialised 
This chapter examines the racialised and gendered practices that underpin and shape military 
privatisation. It first traces the emergence of the research field; second, it highlights why 
critical research in this area remains important to understand the gendering of war and 
military institutions; and third, it advances the field by integrating feminist global political 
economy (GPE) to theorise private military security as an issue of labour, foregrounding 
gendered and racialised labour relations, global labour chains, labour migration patterns, and 
the unpaid reproductive labour which constitute the private security industry.   
 
Introduction 
The market for private military and security companies (PMSCs) has exponentially grown 
since the 1990s. These companies are part of a multibillion-dollar industry that supplies both 
security and logistical services for governments, commercial groups, and Non-Government 
Organisations (NGOs). The roles these companies perform include, but are not limited to, 
security consultancy and armed contracting, recovery of hostages, and logistic support 
services such as construction and infrastructure support, including waste disposal and goods 
transportation. While states and governments are not the only clients of these companies, 
many PMSCs “entirely depend on their host country for contracts” and view “themselves as 
extensions of their government’s policies and interests” (Pingeot, 2012, 14). Therefore, 
PMSCs are political and their operations significantly impact upon  how state and non-state 
actors assemble and practice security governance today (Leander, 2013). The global scale of 
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their operations and their economic influence are also noteworthy. The breadth of these 
companies’ operations and their use of global workforces are demonstrated best by Group 4 
Security (G4S), the largest PMSC. G4S is second only to Walmart as the world’s largest 
global employer (Pingeot, 2012). Boasting over 635,000 employees and operating in over 110 
countries, the company reflects the global nature of the security industry and demonstrates 
that PMSCs influence world politics not only through changing state security practices 
(Abrahamsen and Williams, 2011), but also through shaping how global (military) workforces 
are organised (Chisholm and Stachowitsch, 2016).  
Given the significant political and economic impact of these companies, a gender analysis of 
contemporary military operations needs to take the global market for force seriously as a 
research site. Yet, Feminist International Relations (IR) and Feminist Security Studies (FSS) 
have so far remained largely focused on state or international forces and, more recently, on 
paramilitary groups, NGOs, and other civilian actors, leaving commercial security providers 
out of their scope (Eichler, 2015, 6). As a result, mainstream scholarship dominates 
discussions on PMSCs, which remain preoccupied with legal, policy, strategic, and ethical 
issues (Kinsey, 2006; Avant, 2005; Percy 2009; Petersohn, 2011) and mirror the ‘high 
politics’ bias inherent in much of conventional IR and Security Studies research. When 
gender does appear, it is largely in discourses that continue to treat the industry as apolitical 
and aim at integrating a gender perspective into PMSCs to make the industry more gender-
equal with regards to revenues, reputation, and operational effectiveness (Schultz and Yeung, 
2008). 
 
Gender and private security: The research field 
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However, feminist curiosity about the privatisation of security beyond gender mainstreaming 
is growing, as evidenced in Maya Eichler’s edited volume (2015) which for the first time 
draws together a broad range of approaches under the banner of critical gender studies on 
PMSCs. In contrast to the gender mainstreaming literature, this critical scholarship 
understands military privatisation not as an inevitable (state) response to outside (market) 
forces, but as a political project in neoliberalism, which as such is highly gendered and 
racialised. Eichler situates this research within FSS, which, broadly defined, investigates 
“how security practices are tied to norms of masculinity and femininity and tend to reproduce 
unequal gender relations” (Eichler, 2015, 6).A critical feminist approach shares theoretical 
and methodological commitments with other critical approaches to PMSCs (Leander, 2005; 
2013; Krahmann 2008; 2013), which argue that privatisation (and mainstream research on it) 
depoliticises security. These scholars claim that the phenomenon cannot be understood in 
terms of ‘state erosion’, but rather represents a new arrangement between public and private 
sector elites, thereby foregrounding issues of power (Abrahamsen and Williams, 2011; 
Berndtsson and Stern, 2011). Starting from this perspective, critical gender research goes 
beyond a narrow focus on PMSCs and their gendering practices and embeds private security 
within global and local power relations. Rather than using ‘gender’ only as synonymous with 
‘women’ or ‘women and men’, this approach applies an understanding of gender as a 
structure/system that gives meaning to and makes sense of social phenomena by associating 
them with culturally constructed images of masculinity or femininity in order to assign 
differential value. From this perspective, military privatisation is not just a process affecting 
women and men differently, it becomes evident as a gendered process which is given 
meaning through hierarchically gendered dichotomies. It is this approach that links up with 
and enriches feminist scholarship on the military, militarisation, miliarised masculinities, and 
security more broadly.  
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This critical gender scholarship on private security draws from diverse disciplinary traditions 
and therefore features different theoretical and methodological approaches. Critical men and 
masculinity studies have provided an entry point for gendered inquiries into PMSCs. From 
this perspective, Paul Higate has foregrounded the mircosociological dimensions of private 
security and broken down privatisation processes to the identity politics and bodily practices 
of military contractors as men (Higate 2012a; 2012b; 2012c). This focus has revealed that 
contractor masculinities are constituted through a complex interplay between national and 
professional self-idenities, where “subcultures of violence” (Higate 2012d, 183) coexist with 
ideals of discipline and constraint.  
Amanda Chisholm (2014a; 2014b; 2015; 2016) and Isabella Barker (2009) have introduced a 
postcolonial perspective on global south labourers in the industry into this research field. 
They have demonstrated how interlocking discourses and practices of race and gender 
constitute a hierarchy of security contractors globally and legistimise the material privilege of 
white western men in security operations. Ethnographic fieldwork and participant observation 
have been important methodological tools, revealing the complexities and complicities of 
subalterns and priviledged subjects in reproducing racialised and gendered hierarchies within 
the security workforces. Complementing those findings, Jutta Joachim and Andrea Schneiker 
have used discourse analysis of PMSC websites to show how companies rely on accepted 
forms of masculinity to market themselves as ‘true professionals’ and ‘ethical warrior heros’ 
opposite hypermasculinised mercenaries and feminised state forces (Joachim and Schneiker 
2012).  
Where the aforementioned scholars draw upon the concept of masculinities to reveal the 
gendered relations and practices underpinning the industry, Maya Eichler and Saskia 
Stachowitsch have started from a feminist IR perspective informed by broader social and 
political theory to embed military privatisation within neoliberal transformations of the state 
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and the global order. Eichler has shown that privatisation intensifies the gendered division of 
labour and reinvigorates masculinism (Eichler, 2013), while changing the way military labour 
is organised in relation to citizenship (Eichler, 2014). 
By drawing on feminist theories of the state, Stachowitsch has examined the gendered 
interactions between public and private, state and market, and national and international level 
in the context of privatisation processes (Stachowitsch 2013b; 2015). Bridging the gap 
between masculinity studies and feminist IR, she has shown that gendered power struggles 
between different state and non-state actors transform, but ultimately reaffirm masculinity as a 
privileged category in global politics (Stachowitsch 2014).  
Most recently, the authors of this chapter have used a feminist global political economy 
(GPE) approach which takes the everyday seriously as an integral part of global market 
relations. Looking at private security through the lens of work, Chisholm draws upon 
ethnographic methods to demonstrate how the industry is underpinned by colonial, gendered, 
and racialised logics (Chisholm 2014a; 2014b; 2015). Conjointly, we have shown how the 
everyday is constitutive of how the security industry organises labour (Chisholm and 
Stachowitsch 2016). As a transnational industry, private security depends on labour migration 
and these migration patterns are embedded within global labour markets, national remittance 
economies, and colonial power relations between PMSCs’ host countries and their 
recruitment sites in the global South. Within these larger economic and political contexts, the 
procurement of cheap labour depends on the support of the communities targeted by PMSC 
recruitment. Everyday life in these migrant communities is thus structured by the industry’s 
need for cheap labour, labour exporting countries’ reliance on foreign remittances, and 
Western countries’ interest in waging war in a cost-effective, less regulated, and less public 
way. 
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Why military outsourcing matters to gender and military research 
Existing critical gender scholarship on PMSCs has revealed important gendered and racialised 
challenges that appear to be unique within private security. Yet this does not mean that private 
security is separate or disconnected from gendered and racialised practices within state 
militaries. Rather, private and public military sectors are mutually constitutive and therefore 
can only be understood in relationship to one another, as we will demonstrate below. Thus, 
we argue that the most important theoretical, methodological, and empirical contributions to 
scholarship on gender and issues of war, military, and security lies in foregrounding PMSCs 
and military interrelations and thereby challenging the public/private divide more generally. 
This, we contend, opens up the field to more productive questions about the gendered and 
racialised interactions and dis/continuities between state- and market-provided security. These 
questions have significant epistemological implications for both critical gender and PMSC 
researchers and those interested in gender and the military more broadly.  
Connecting feminist scholarship on public forces with scholarship on PMSCs importantly 
cautions against constructing the problematics of ‘privatised war’ in opposition to idealised 
images of state warfare as based on the citizen-soldier model, which is often framed as a 
guarantor of democracy and transparency in warfare. Feminists have challenged this myth by 
showing that modern military institutions provide the main link between the state and 
hierarchical gender orders which exclude women and other marginalised groups from full 
citizenship status (Snyder 1999). With the abolishment of conscription, the introduction of all-
volunteer forces, and the selective and limited integration of women and minorities into 
Western military institutions, this link has been challenged, but without being dissolved. 
Military privatisation, we argue, is the next step in this ongoing process of individualisation 
and marketisation of military service. But rather than further severing the ties between 
militarised masculinity and political authority, private security, in a variety of ways, has 
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created a new space in which male dominance is reasserted in relation to war and the state, 
even though central resources of male power (state warfare, military institutions) are being 
challenged by global neoliberal restructuring. A gendered inquiry into military privatisation 
thus needs to go beyond conventional critiques of the contractor industry as not living up to 
the standards of ‘democratic’ warfare and highlight the gendered and racialised inequalities 
that structure both state and private military sectors. 
 
Interrelations and blurred boundaries: the public-private dichotomy revisited 
Interrelations between public and private military sectors have frequently been overlooked, 
particularly in media debates on military outsourcing (Stachowitsch 2014). Instead, gendered 
dichotomies between good/public and bad/private warfare have dominated these debates, 
making sense of complex social, economic, and political processes through the prism of the 
‘hypermasculine contractor’ versus the ‘disciplined state soldier’. These images have served 
to individualise and depoliticise public debate on PMSCs (Higate 2012a, 322ff.) by obscuring 
the deeply political discourses employed to legitimise some (male) actors in security 
provision whilst alienating and excluding others.  
On the level of the individual contractor, the most obvious argument against constructing 
strict dichotomies between public and private forces is empirical evidence. Claims that 
contractors tend to be more profit-driven and violent or less patriotic and community-oriented 
than state troops remain highly speculative, because comparative research on differential 
motivations, identity constructions, and behaviour has not been conducted. In fact, evidence 
suggests that these differences are far from clear cut and boundaries remain fluid. Surveys 
show, for example, that contractors see “their … service as a way to serve their country” 
(Franke and von Boemcken 2011, 735) and as a “logical continuation of their previous 
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military and law enforcement careers” (ibid., 738). They cite “helping others” and “making a 
difference” among the most important motivations for private security work (p. 735). Paul 
Higate has also shown that “patriotic devotion to one’s country” (2012a, 337) as well as the 
ideal of professional constraint are important to contractors’ self-identities. Despite highly 
publicised scandals such as the shooting of Iraqi civilians by Blackwater employees in 2007 
or the implication of Dyncorp contractors in human trafficking and sexual exploitation in 
Bosnia (Sperling 2015), there is no comparative data on whether private contractors more 
frequently commit such crimes or more often face impunity than state troops. 
Addressing the interrelations between state and private forces is also pivotal for understanding 
the gendering of both sectors on the structural/institutional level. In this regard, constructing 
dichotomies between the gender-integrated state military and the discriminatory security 
industry is equally distorting. This particularly relates to the issue of gender-based exclusion 
from and discrimination within military institutions – a long standing issue in the gender and 
military literature, also discussed in this volume in chapters… .  
While privatisation excludes women from an increasing number of military jobs and limits 
them to unskilled and stereotyped positions (Eichler 2013), these conditions can only be 
understood through contextualisation within the gendered structures of state militaries. 
PMSCs largely draw from personnel pools consisting of ex-military personnel trained in 
(ground) combat-intensive occupations in national militaries (Schultz and Yeung 2008, 4) - 
occupations from which women are legally excluded or in which they are strongly 
underrepresented in many state militaries. Hence, discrimination against women in the private 
sector is rooted in unequal gender relations in the state military. State policies have codified 
women as an unequal military workforce, which now limits their ability to transition into 
private military labour markets. Masculinist military culture and structure is being outsourced 
to global markets, where public oversight and accountability are severely limited.  
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At the same time, national militaries have become more dependent on female recruits, 
particularly in non-combat support jobs at the lower and middle ranks (Stachowitsch 2012, 
2013. Neoliberal state transformations thus lead to both the establishment of a lucrative, 
masculinised private military job market and the feminisation of lower quality jobs in the state 
forces. The military sector is thus subject to the same process as other policy areas in the 
neoliberal era: As gender-equality measures are being introduced into state institutions, 
“power has shifted away from the realm of state policymaking to the realm of private and 
globalised economic interests” (Prügl and True 2014, 1138). 
Beyond the differential inclusion of men and women, the gendered state military is also an 
important context for the industry’s (self)representations, both by connecting it to the 
authority and legitimacy of militarised masculinity (Stachowitsch 2014) and by positioning 
PMSCs in contrast to the feminised state sector. In the first case, the industry draws its 
legitimacy from the reputation, professional training, and ethics originally provided to their 
workforce, especially those coming from elite units, by the state military (Spearin 2006). In 
this sense, militarised masculinity serves as a resource of power in private security which 
excludes civilians, non-Westerners, and women from the most esteemed security jobs. In the 
second case, the industry’s self-representation to the outside world relies on masculinised 
images of private forces as assertive, risk-taking, and efficient (Joachim and Schneiker 2012). 
This strategy makes sense of privatisation through hierarchically gendered dichotomies  
which link to neoliberal discourses on the state military (and the public sector in general) as 
feminised, i.e. as weak, bureaucratic, democratically constrained, and gender integrated.  
 
Privatisation as militarisation 
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Beyond the issue of reciprocity between public and private military sector, privatisation 
processes are linked to the broader political project of militarisation. Outsourcing depoliticises 
and militarises the meaning of security by constructing it as a matter of expert knowledge, 
technicalities, and cost effectiveness and by sidelining alternative, e.g. diplomatic, solutions 
(Leander and Van Munster 2007, 208). Furthermore, Eichler (2015) shows that the 
marketisation of security extends the militarised narratives of the masculine protector opposite 
the feminized protected to the global scale. This means that not only does the West appear as 
the global protector of the marginalized ‘rest’, but the classed, gendered, and racialised 
recruitment patterns typical for state militaries are expanded to the global level. Within the 
state military, the lesser valued labour is typically assigned to those on society’s margins. 
With increasing privatisation, those who are disadvantaged globally take on the unskilled, 
invisible, menial, and dangerous labour within the global market for force (see also Eichler 
2014). 
Research has furthermore shown how outsourcing indeed enables the upholding of 
militarisation’s gendered underpinnings in order to further legitimise state warfare. This is 
largely achieved by constructing the state soldier in opposition to the contractor. Barker, for 
example, argues that the outsourcing of reproductive labour to third country nationals on US 
military bases supports the ‘proper’ masculinity of US soldiers as warriors which, in turn, 
justifies the building of US Empire (Barker 2009). In a similar vein, Joachim and Schneiker 
(2015) argue that privatisation supports the legitimacy of state militaries by outsourcing less 
acceptable forms of masculinity to the private sector. 
Discourses critical of privatisation, which target the hypermasculine contractor as deviant, are 
often invested in the same gendered project of reconstructing the ideal masculine state soldier 
to legitimise western foreign policy interests (see Belkin 2012 for the geopolitical 
implications of militarised masculinity). In these narratives, only the citizen-soldier can 
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embody the nation and therefore guarantee that the world views imperialist practices as 
legitimate, while the violent contractor is accused of harming the struggle for ‘hearts and 
minds’ and therefore delegitimising western geopolitical interests. 
Privatisation also contributes to militarisation through the depoliticisation of violence. 
Outsourcing represents a strategy through which state violence is redefined as private and 
hence made invisible (Baggiarini 2015). In this newly created ‘private’ sphere, violence 
becomes unquestionable and unregulated, silencing those who suffer from it.  
Taken together, these discourses reproduce, rather than challenge the masculinist 
underpinnings of state warfare. It is therefore not coincidental that critique of PMSCs often 
resembles arguments against women’s military integration. Contractors and women alike are 
portrayed as unpatriotic, career- and money-oriented agents of professionalised, “unheroic” 
warfare (Stachowitsch 2013a,…... Criticism of military privatisation and opposition to gender 
integration both idealise militarised masculinity. Feminist critics of PMSCs must hence be 
particularly careful not to reproduce these binary logics which ultimately support rather than 
question militarisation. 
 
Emerging research: Feminist GPE and the Everyday 
Eichler (2015, 232f.) contends that “bringing ‘the market’ to feminist security studies” has 
been an important contribution of gender and PMSC research and that this field provides an 
opportunity for combining the study of security issues with feminist GPE analysis. Following 
this assessment, we argue that one way of advancing the (re)integration of FSS and feminist 
GPE (Elias 2015) is by foregrounding an analysis of security and military labour in PMSC 
scholarship. 
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Looking at PMSCs through the lens of labour highlights how these companies are 
fundamentally reorganising global workforces. With regards to labour sourcing strategies, 
PMSCs are located at the intersections of state militaries and globalised labour markets. Many 
of their personnel are ex-military, but in contrast to public forces, PMSCs are independent 
from national military labour markets and thus do not need to recruit from the workforce 
available in a given state territory. As a consequence, recruitment is globalised with the aim of 
reducing labour costs and organised against the backdrop of global structures of inequalities 
(Barker, 2009; Eichler, 2013; Chisholm, 2014a; 2014b). The neoliberal restructuring of 
military affairs is thus not only a process of commodification, but also one of labour 
flexibilisation, leading to growing precarity of the military workforce. 
Importantly, a focus on labour brings more attention to the variety of capacities contractors 
perform. While much of the gendered critique of PMSC applies to armed security, only a 
fraction of private contractors actually perform this kind of labour. The much larger sector of 
supply and support capacities is often taken up by labourers from the global south. This kind 
of labour is less obviously gendered, i.e. publicly represented through masculinised images, 
but its analysis nevertheless reveals the global and local structures of gendered and racialised 
inequalities that the security industry is based upon. This perspective enables different 
questions to be asked about PMSCs: How is private security depending on the productive and 
reproductive labour of men and women? What gendered divisions of labour does it reproduce 
within companies, at recruitment sites in the global south and north, and globally? What 
gendered logics underpin neoliberal changes in the management of war?  
 
A feminist GPE concept of labour 
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Within feminist GPE, gender and race are understood as hierarchical structure/system which 
make differences in labour values and divisions of labour appear natural and hence 
unquestionable. Through this system, men and women from different social backgrounds and 
different parts of the world are naturalised into particular labour markets and skill sets, e.g. by 
constructing migrant women as ‘natural’ caretakers suited for menial domestic labour and 
low-paid work in the health industry, or by constructing men from ‘martial races’i as ‘natural’ 
warriors suited for the particularly tedious or dangerous jobs in military security. Feminist 
GPE scholars understand this practice of devaluation as ‘feminisation’, because it renders 
women and men performing particular kinds of labour marginalised, silenced, and compliant 
to masculinised authorities. Feminisation works through both gendered and racialised 
dichotomies (skilled/unskilled, natural talent/professionalism, emotional/rational, etc.) and 
determines access to and positionality within global labour markets. These markets are hence 
not ‘neutral’ spaces governed by quasi-natural “laws”, but depend on and reproduce gendered, 
classed, and racialised inequalities (Elias, 2005; Skeggs, 2004; Tsing, 2008).  
Such a feminist GPE understanding of labour and markets enables us to see how the security 
industry is structured by gendered and racialised inequalities. From this perspective, it is not 
the ‘invisible hand’ of the market that gives white men trained in western military institutions 
privileged access to management level positions in the security industry and leaves the 
menial, un-killed, and silenced work to labourers from the global south. It is not unchangeable 
market mechanisms which marginalise women because of an alleged lack of necessary skills 
and qualifications. Rather, the industry’s assignment of value to different kinds of labour is 
already based upon gendered and racialised understandings of skills and qualifications and 
these understandings are informed by gendered and colonial power relations. This 
feminisation of certain kinds of labour is functional for the industry in terms of cost-effective 
recruitment and hiring strategies. 
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Chisholm (2014b; 2015) has detailed this process in her analysis of Gurkhasii in private 
security, showing how the gendered and racialised understandings of who these men are and 
what they bring to the security industry shape their opportunities to enter global labour 
markets and determine their positions within them. For example, white British nationals 
describe the Gurkhas as only fully developed professional soldiers when they are managed 
and mentored by white men. However, this feminisation of labour is not straightforward and 
those feminised within the market are also complicit in this process. Drawing upon interviews 
with Gurkha security contractors, Chisholm argues that feminisation/racialisation is also 
employed by Gurkhas themselves. They reference their martial history and colonial relations 
with the British and articulate themselves as the masculine protectors of white men (Chisholm 
2014a; 2015; 2016) in order to claim legitimacy as masculine speaking subjects.  
 
The everyday as constitutive of global security labour markets 
A feminist GPE approach does not view global markets and economies as distant or abstract, 
but is sensitive to everyday practices and experiences of men and women within formal and 
informal sectors of the economy. By “emphasizing the role of everyday social relations, 
actions, and the perspectives of nonelite groups and actors in the making of the global 
political economy” (Elias, 2010, 603), feminist GPE views global market relations and 
everyday practices as mutually constitutive and thereby challenges the constructed separation 
between the global market sphere and the patterns of everyday life (see also Enloe 1989 and 
Davies 2006). From this perspective, feminist GPE has highlighted the relevance of 
reproductive labour, largely assumed by women, as central to market functions (Bakker and 
Silvey, 2008). For private security, such an analysis expands the focus beyond the men who 
are recruited into the industry and includes the communities targeted by this recruitment.  
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Starting from the everyday, Chisholm and Stachowitsch (2016) have examined Nepalese 
security labour chains that supply Gurkha labourers to the global security industry. This 
analysis shows that the everyday not only provides the ‘basis’ for PMSC recruitment in terms 
of material realities which make Gurkha amendable to security labour. Rather, everyday life 
of Gurkha communities is structured by the needs of the global security industry and the 
Nepalese remittance economy for a highly flexible, mobile workforce willing and able to 
leave their families behind for long-term contracts abroad. Additionally, the everyday 
experiences of Gurkhas as security labourers are shaped by their colonial relations with the 
British which are being reproduced on global security markets and within Nepal. Colonial 
histories provide Gurkhas with access to these market as preferred martial labourers and 
enable them to support their families at home. They are put both in a position of privilege 
opposite those without access to this relatively lucrative work, and a position of disadvantage 
opposite westerners whose labour is valued higher and thus better paid and secured by more 
labour rights. 
Importantly, foregrounding the everyday in the political economy of security opens up space 
to locate women’s labour within the private security enterprise and – following Cynthia Enloe 
(1989) – ask about those who have been made invisible in the power spheres of international 
politics and global security. Feminist GPE sheds light on women’s role for the security market 
in the context of global labour chains—informing and supporting the ways in which men take 
on security labour.  
In the case of Nepal, recruitment for security work is maintained through the families of 
Gurkha labourers who accept these labour conditions and provide emotional, physical, and 
sometimes financial support to their migrant family member. In most cases, women stay 
behind and take on subsistence, domestic, and agricultural labour. They are an integral part in 
the decision to migrate and enable male migration by taking over responsibility for family 
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finances and businesses. The gendered relations imbuned in the cultural and legal fabric of 
Nepal further renders the Gurkha wives in the position of supportive labourers at home. 
Gendered migration patterns are solidified by legal restrictions and social stigma to women’s 
independent migration. Hence, the private security industry depends on gendered power 
relations and and reinforces patriarchal values in their recruitment sites (Chisholm and 
Stachowitsch, 2016).  
While the exploitation of global south labourers has been at the center of the GPE approach in 
PMSC research, labour as a fundamental starting point also changes perspectives on the 
western contractor. It highlights the increasing precarity these men face and how 
neoliberalisation and flexibilisation of work is internalised—making them, and the families 
that support them, more amenable to the labour demands of the industry. 
In this context, too, the industry is dependent on women’s labour and generally on the support 
of contractors’ spouses. As Eichler and Chisholm (2015) have shown in their study of British 
national female spouses of security contractors, their affective work, privatised within the 
home and unrecognised, remains vital to providing the necessary physical, emotional, and 
intellectual support to the men and the industry. Connecting research on military families and 
private security families, they detail how many of these women were firstly conditioned to do 
this labour through their experiences as military spouses. Whilst the material implications and 
individual precarities might be understood differently by military and security contractor 
spouses, in both cases their unpaid affective work remains vital to how global security is 
practiced and to the successful recruitment of flexible military labour. In comparison to 
military spouses, the already gendered concept of the ‘private’ (as unpolitical, related to 
insignificant domestic labour and the household) attains an additional layer of gendered 
meaning in the context of private security: Contractor spouses represent ‘the private within 
the private’ and are hence even more invisible than military spouses who are entitled to some 
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benefits and granted some public recognition, e.g. through rituals and memorials such as 
‘Military Spouses Appreciation Day’. 
Conceptualising the security industry through the lens of labour and taking the everyday 
seriously as constituting global economies thus allows us to ask in what ways the privatisation 
of security is rearticulating work and working bodies of both men and women. Women, while 
often not working as security contractors, continue to be indispensible to how security work is 
organised. Women’s productive and reproductive labour in communities in the global north as 
well as the global south remains important for Western-based security companies’ recruitment 
practices. Comparing how this labour is organised globally within militaries and PMSCs thus 
provides a fuller picture of the gendered and racialised effects of the commodification and 
marketisation of military security. 
 
Conclusions and outlook 
The privatisation of security and military capacities is profoundly political and, as such, 
gendered and racialised. In this chapter, we have demonstrated the important insights critical 
gender scholarship on PMSCs has offered including, why women remain marginal as 
participants in security regimes, how militarised masculinities are reinvented in the market, 
and the varied masculine embodiments and masculine logics in the construction of a 
hierarchical global security workforce. We have also argued that the gendered military and 
the private security market should not be treated as discrete but are deeply intertwined. We 
encourage those concerned about gender and the military most broadly to pay attention to 
how private security is also a reflection of a larger neoliberalisation of life whereby gender 
politics are obscured with technocratic and governance language. Finally, we recognise the 
need to include the political economy of security in order to better understand how the 
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industry is not only shaping gendered politics in terms of security and relationships to the 
state, but also in how everyday life is organised. By focusing on security as labour, we can 
begin to conceptualise the industry not as exceptional, but as integral part of the reorganising 
of work and capital in the neoliberal era.  
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i Martial race was, and continues to be, an ambiguous racial logic and practice that allowed colonial armies to 
categorise indigenous labour in hierarchical terms. It claims that some indigenous people, such as the Sikhs, 
Kamba, Maori and Gurkhas are more naturally suitable for military service. For detailed descriptions of how 
martial race worked in practice in military operations and more currently, in private security see Enloe, 1980; 
Ware, 2012; Chisholm 2014a; 2015; 2016 [missing in bibliography].   
ii Gurkhas are a group of Nepalese nationals with over 200 years of military service with the British military, the 
Indian army, the Brunei Saltan’s army and the Singaporean police. For a detailed history of them see Coleman’s 
A Special Corps (1999). 
